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No nation shall be granted trade treat-
ment less favorable than that granted 
to the most favored nation. In other 
words, no playing favorites. Every na-
tion is to be treated equitably, without 
discrimination, when it comes to the 
terms of trade. 

Thus, the concept represents the low-
est common denominator of trade sta-
tus—the basic treatment that all re-
ceive. 

Over time, however, this concept 
came to be known not as, say, ‘‘non-
discriminatory treatment’’ status, or 
‘‘least favored nation’’ status, but as 
‘‘most favored nation’’ status. This un-
fortunate terminology has fostered the 
mistaken view that MFN is a special 
treatment granted only to a privileged 
few. In fact, just the opposite is true: 
MFN, as the basic trading status be-
tween nations, is granted to virtually 
all nations with whom the United 
States trades. The exceptions can al-
most be counted on one hand: Serbia, 
Laos, Afghanistan, Vietnam, Cuba, 
North Korea, and Cambodia. I might 
add that Cambodia is about to come off 
that already meager list, if legislation 
now pending in Congress is approved. 

So while the concept of MFN is 
sound, the term used to denote that 
concept is misleading and has resulted 
in a good deal of mischief—a fact that 
Senators MOYNIHAN and I have la-
mented often during Senate Finance 
Committee hearings. It is time that we 
called the MFN nondiscrimination con-
cept by a term that more accurately 
represents its meaning. 

Therefore, I am joining with Chair-
man ROTH, Senator MOYNIHAN and all 
of my Finance Committee colleagues 
to amend U.S. law, where appropriate, 
to replace the term MFN with the term 
‘‘NTR:’’ normal trade relations. From 
this point on, we will discuss legisla-
tion and hold debate on the non-
discrimination concept using the term 
NTR in place of MFN. 

With the concept of MFN remain the 
same? Yes. Are we signaling a change 
in domestic policy, or modifying our 
international obligations in any way? 
No. But we are making perfectly clear 
to everyone the true meaning and pur-
pose of this centuries-old concept. And 
it is my hope that our legislation will 
result in a better understanding of 
international trade relations, both here 
in the Congress and in the eyes of the 
public. 
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MARINE CORPS GENERAL OFFICER 
REQUIREMENT 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on 
Wednesday, my colleague from Iowa, 
Senator GRASSLEY, posed a legitimate 
question regarding the Marine Corps 
general officer requirement. As I said 
at the time, that question deserves a 
legitimate answer. His question basi-
cally was, Why does this year’s Defense 
authorization bill provide an extra 12 
general officers for the Marines at a 
time when the Marines are very much 
in a downsizing mode? The Marine 

Corps recognized the need for addi-
tional general officers several years 
ago. They developed a plan which was 
then validated by an independent civil-
ian study and received scrutiny and ap-
proval at the Secretary of the Navy 
level. The Assistant Secretary of De-
fense received the study and found the 
rationale to be legitimate and support-
able. 

First, let me address Senator GRASS-
LEY’s concern for the growth of service 
headquarters. The Marine Corps’ re-
quest for additional general officers is 
not an attempt to increase the size of 
their service headquarters. For the 
record, half of those general officers 
authorized will fill warfighting billets 
which are currently vacant. Another 
four will be available for assignment to 
our warfighting CINCS and two will be 
used to fill the positions of com-
manding general at the two Marine 
Corps recruit depots. As Senator 
GRASSLEY quoted General Sheehan, 
‘‘Service Headquarters should not be 
growing as the force shrinks.’’ I agree, 
and General Krulak, Commandant of 
the Marine Corps agrees; Marine Head-
quarters will not be growing with the 
addition of these general officers. 

Second, let me talk for a few minutes 
about why the Marines need the addi-
tional generals. As the Marines have 
been brought into the joint arena, the 
Corps received no increase in flag offi-
cer strengths while willingly picking 
up additional joint requirements at the 
general officer level. As they have been 
called upon to fill legitimate joint bil-
lets, the Marines have had to leave in-
ternal warfighting billets vacant. For 
instance, a Marine division and a Ma-
rine airwing have colonels serving as 
assistant commanders. This leaves 
only one general for forces of 18,000 and 
15,000 respectively. The other services 
may have at least two to three flag of-
ficers in comparable units. 

As I have said, 6 of the 12 generals in-
cluded in the bill would go directly 
into existing vacant warfighting posi-
tions. Four of the other six would per-
mit the Marines an appropriate rep-
resentation at the senior level in the 
joint arena. This will ensure equitable 
representation in joint duty positions 
as we envisioned when we passed Gold-
water-Nickles. Let me add that the 
study that I mentioned earlier docu-
mented an even larger requirement for 
additional marine generals. The Com-
mandant reduced that to 14. Our staff 
validated only 12. I really believe that 
this is the right thing for this body to 
do. This matter has received the clos-
est of scrutiny at all levels and was 
found to be sound. 

In summary, Mr. President, the Ma-
rine Corps would agree with General 
Sheehan’s remarks that the unwar-
ranted growth of headquarters staffs 
ultimately threatens the services’ 
warfighting capabilities. However, as I 
just discussed, the Marine Corps is not 
trying to increase the size of its head-
quarters staff, but is first attempting 
to correct a long-standing deficiency in 

the number of general officers author-
ized to fill existing warfighting billets, 
and second, is in good faith pursuing 
the need to meet the requirements of 
the joint warfighting arena mandated 
by Goldwater-Nickles. The Marine 
Corps’ request has been studied exten-
sively and is supported by both Sec-
retary of the Navy, and the Depart-
ment of Defense. Correspondingly, the 
Armed Services Committee has studied 
and agreed with the requirement. 

I respect the inquiry from my col-
league from Iowa. He asked a good 
question and I am pleased to be able to 
report that the Armed Services Com-
mittee’s recommendation is supported 
by analytical evidence and is require-
ments based. I am confident that we 
have made the proper recommendation; 
however, I assure my colleague that 
the Armed Services Committee will 
continue to exercise its oversight re-
sponsibilities by reviewing the Marine 
Corps general officer requirements an-
nually. 
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ALEXANDR LEBED’S ATTACKS ON 
FAITH 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, when 
Alexandr Lebed called the Church of 
Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints 
‘‘mold and scum’’ he attacked my 
faith. Russia’s new security chief—the 
man who stands behind Boris Yeltsin— 
attacked the faith of America’s 6th 
largest church. I believe this requires 
an immediate and forceful response, 
and my colleagues and I have drafted a 
letter to Boris Yeltsin, Ambassador 
Vorontsov and Secretary of State 
Christopher. 

In his campaign comments yester-
day, Lebed struck the nationalist 
chord. He spoke of the ‘‘officially rec-
ognized’’ faiths of ‘‘Orthodox Christi-
anity, Islam and Buddhism.’’ There is 
no mention of Russia’s Jews, and that 
concerns me greatly. 

The Mormon faith is a ‘‘security 
threat’’ to Russia, according to Lebed. 
It is comparable to the Japanese cult 
that unleashed poison gas on Tokyo 
last year. Comparing the Christian 
faith of the Mormons to a murderous 
cult led by a deranged individual is a 
calumny. Referring to the Mormons as 
a security threat appears to be anti- 
democratic demoguogery reminiscent 
of communist propoganda. 

Remember that, in the old days of 
communist propaganda, the Russian 
people were kept in ignorance and fear 
with official myths of fabricated for-
eign threats. 

Remember that, in the old days of 
the communist regime, the totali-
tarian state disguised itself as a pater-
nalistic state that denied all individual 
rights, including the freedom of reli-
gious practice. 

We shouldn’t be surprised, after all. 
Lebed has taken his outrageous rhet-
oric right out of the resurgent com-
munist party’s playbook. This bodes ill 
for democratic evolution in Russia. 

I think Mormons should be insulted, 
and I am declaring my outrage here. I 
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